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CENTRAL WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY 
FACUL TV SENATE 
Approved REGULAR MEETING MINUTES: Dec. 3, 2003 
http://www.cwu.edu/-fsenate 
Presiding Officer: 
Recording Secretary: 
ROLL CALL: 
Daniel CannCasciato 
Janet Shields 
Senators: All senators or their alternates were present except: Nancy Buergel, 
Gregory Cant, Robert Carbaugh, Jeffrey Dippman, Martha Kurtz, Tim Melbourne, Mark 
Michael, Josh Nelson, Carrie Rehkopf, Nancy Wessell 
Visitors: None 
CHANGES TO AND APPROVAL OF AGENDA- Moved, seconded and approved to 
delay Provost Saltz's report on Faculty Base Salary to January. 
MOTION NO. 03-74 {Approved): APPROVAL OF MINUTES of November 5, 2003 
COMMUNICATIONS- None 
REPORTS/ACTION ITEMS 
Report: Ad Hoc Evaluation of Instruction Committee- Wendy Williams was 
unable to make it to today's meeting. Tom Wellock gave a report for the SEOI sub-
committee. This sub-committee was given the specific task of revising the current 
SEOI forms. The committee was very active last year educating themselves about 
the current process and contacting outside vendors for possible forms and 
programs. The committee ultimately came up with four basic questions. First 
questions was whether to have a simple, shorter form or a statistically, 
sophisticated and more verifiable form, but one that would be much longer? 
Whether to do a form in-house or go to a vendor? Whether to have a form that 
would be put on-line or whether to continue to use the current system that uses an 
in-house scantron form? Finally there was a need to clarify how SEOis are 
currently used by faculty, students and administration? Last year, the committee 
held student focus groups, talked with Deans and Department Chairs and had an 
on-line evaluation form in which they had over 100 responses from faculty 
members. From this they have determined that faculty want a short form and more 
student responses to the written section. The committee has decided to have a 
shorter, in-house form. This spring the committee will address more fully the issue 
of on-line or in-class forms. Senator Barbee asked that the students be informed on 
how the SEOI forms are used. Senator Nixon indicated that the Code Committee 
had reviewed this subject 2 years ago. Under the code faculty are required to 
demonstrate teaching effectiveness, but the SEOis are not necessarily the only way 
to do that. SEOis are supposed to used to improve instruction, not to evaluate 
instructors, but this is what they are used for now. 
Executive Committee 
Motion No. 03-75 {Tabled): "Extend the Ad Hoc Evaluation of Instruction 
Committee for another two years, to end March 31, 2006." 
(Cf. Senate Minutes, Jan. 30 and March 6, 2002.) Moved, seconded and approved 
to table Motion 03-75 until a full report is received from the committee. 
Motion No 03-76 {Approved): "Ratify Dr. Norm Gierlasinski, Accounting, and 
Steve Schepman, Business Administration as members of the Faculty Senate 
Curriculum Committee." 
REPORTS/DISCUSSION ITEMS 
Provost Saltz's Faculty Salary Base Report moved to the January meeting. 
Faculty Development Day - Steve Verhey gave out a draft agenda for the December 
81h Faculty Development day, goals for the event and criteria for the centers of 
excellence concept. General Education committee has been meeting weekly for the 
last 5 weeks to plan for this event. Will be working with the Executive Committee and 
the Provost after this event to plan some follow-up activities. There are 81 faculty 
currently registered for this event. Steve will e-mail out the draft criteria for the centers 
of excellence. Follow-up conversations could be possibly via e-mail, threaded 
discussion group on BlackBoard or a List-Serve that people can join. 
UFC/PERC Hearing Report - Lila Harper reported on the PERC hearing that was 
held November 181h. Was largely an informational process. UFC tried to educate 
PERC about how things operated at Central. UFC did their best to present what had 
come from the Faculty Senate regarding potential bargaining members. 
Administration wished to use Section 2.10 of the Faculty Code. Possibility of ballots in 
March or April. Don't know when PERC will make their decision, but this is the best 
guess. PERC will make the final determination of what faculty will be included in the 
bargaining unit. 
Distinguished Professor program parameters -Executive Committee is asking 
should we have a Distinguished Professor for Advising? Should we change Public 
Service to a broader term of just Service to recognize a lot of service that happens 
within the campus community as well? Steve Verhey commented that some 
universities have a Distinguished Professor for General Education. Executive 
Committee will come back with ideas for the Senate to discuss. Senator Snedeker 
suggested Senators take this idea back to their departments for discussion and send 
information to Chair CannCasciato. 
CHAIR: Executive Committee will look at changing the wording of the bylaws on 
committees. The current language is hard to understand. Looking forward to 
Monday's Faculty Development Day. Faculty need to make use of venues to voice 
opinion. Faculty need to have a fundamental part in transforming the university. 
Reminder that finals week is coming up next week. Finals week is calculated as part 
of instruction time. Board of Trustees will be meeting on Friday. Summer Session 
budget recommendations is being sent on to the Provost. Presidents Advisory Council 
approved a change to the academic calendar to change the date the BOT will approve 
promotion/tenure to their June 11, 2004 meeting. University Writing Center will be 
open Sunday through Thursday during finals week. Thanksgiving attendance 134 
faculty have reported so far. Will have final numbers at the January meeting. 
CHAIR ELECT: - SAB committee provided a summary report of the salary market 
adjustment Plan A for 2002-2003. The SAB committee voted to give a two-grade 
adjustment to qualified individuals in departments whose average salaries at rank are 
less than 80% of the CUPA mean and a single grade adjustment to qualified 
individuals in departments whose average salaries at rank are greater than 80% of the 
CUPA mean (until funds are exhausted). The threshold for Plan A adjustment was 
86.6% of the CUPA mean (Discipline/Rank). 207 individuals qualified for a Salary 
Market Adjustment. However, based on available funding and the formula agreed on 
by the SAB, 80 individuals are projected to receive a Salary Market Adjustment (Plan 
A). Current CUPA data has just become available and will be made available to 
department chairs for use with Plan B. Faculty should have received a letter from the 
Provost indicating if they qualified for Merit level I and II. Provost will also be sending 
letters to those individuals who will be receiving a Plan A salary market adjustment. 
PRESIDENT: Ann Anderson and President Mcintyre have been meeting with 
Legislatures. This is the supplemental session, not bi-annual session. When SAB 
was created there was an assumption that the state would be providing COLA 
increases. This was part of the calculation process to meet the 5 year projected date. 
The two years we've had SAB the legislature has not given salary increases. At 
President's Council this is a common topic. The university does intend to honor the 
commitment that was started, but not sure how close can get with lack of legislature 
money. The next step in transforming the university is the upcoming Faculty 
Development Day to continue to the discussion. Reminder of the Holiday Reception, 
December 41h from 4-6pm. 
PROVOST: No report 
SENATE CONCERNS: Senator Donahoe publicly thanked President Mcintyre for her 
support during the PERC hearing. 
STUDENT REPORT: No report 
SENATE COMMITTEES: 
Ad-Hoc Salary Administration Board: Given with Chair-Elect report. 
Academic Affairs Committee: No report 
Budget Committee: Bill Bender reported the committee has been meeting this 
quarter. Working with new members to get them up to speed. Have had 
presentations by Rich Corona, Bill Vertrees, Shelly Johnson, Libby Street and Provost 
Soltz. Hope to have some influence in the process this year. 
Code Committee: No report 
Curriculum Committee: Curriculum committee report for 2002-2003 is now on the 
web page at I :\fsenate\public_htmi\2002-2003CurriculumCommAnnuaiReport.html 
Development and Appropriations: Mary Wise- The distribution formula will be the 
same this year as it was last year. The committee is looking at models for a faculty 
development center. Received the results of the faculty development survey that was 
sent to department chairs. Most common responses were related to scholarly 
research, technology, grant writing, successful teaching pedagogy and having a 
support center. 
General Education: No report 
Personnel Committee: No report 
Public Affairs Committee/Council of Faculty Representatives: 
Faculty Legislative Representative: This morning the draft interim HEC board 
plan for higher Ed was debated in Olympia by legislatures and representatives of 
the states higher Ed institutes until noon. Some of the legislatures took 
exception to some of the recommendations. This afternoon working groups will 
be meeting to discuss the compact contract exploration bill and higher Ed 
strategic plan. Reports will begin weekly during winter quarter. 
OLD BUSINESS - None 
NEW BUSINESS - None 
ADJOURNMENT- A motion was made to adjourn and seconded. It passed by a majority 
at 4:50pm 
CENTRAL WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY 
FACULTY SENATE 
REGULAR MEETING 
Wednesday, Dec. 3, 2003, 3:10p.m. 
I. ROLL CALL 
BARGE 412 
AGENDA 
II. CHANGES TO AND APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
Ill. MOTION NO. 03-74: APPROVAL OF MINUTES of November 5, 2003 
IV. COMMUNICATIONS-
V. REPORTS/ACTION ITEMS (25 Minutes) 
Report: Ad Hoc Evaluation of Instruction Committee- Wendy Williams 
Executive Committee 
Motion No. 03-75: "Extend the Ad Hoc Evaluation of Instruction Committee for 
another two years, to end March 31, 2006." 
(Cf. Senate Minutes, Jan. 30 and March 6, 2002.) 
Motion No 03-76: "Ratify Dr. Norm Gerlasinski, Accounting, and Steve 
Schepman, Business Administration as members of the Faculty Senate Curriculum 
Committee." 
VI. REPORTS/DISCUSSION ITEMS 
Provost Soltz: Faculty Salary Base Report (15 minutes) 
Steve Verhey: Faculty Development Day (15 minutes) 
Susan Donahoe: UFC/PERC hearing report (5 minutes) 
Daniel CannCasciato: Distinguished Professor program parameters (10 minutes) 
CHAIR: (10 Minutes) 
CHAIR ELECT: (1 0 Minutes) 
PRESIDENT: (10 Minutes) 
PROVOST: (10 Minutes) 
SENATE CONCERNS: (5 Minutes) 
STUDENT REPORT: (5 Minutes) 
SENATE COMMITTEES: (10 Minutes) 
Ad-Hoc Salary Administration Board 
Academic Affairs Committee: 
Budget Committee: 
Code Committee: 
c u rri cuI u m Committee: l:\fsenate\public_htmi\2002-2003CurriculumCommAnnuaiReport.html 
Development and Appropriations: 
General Education: 
Personnel Committee: 
Public Affairs Committee/Council of Faculty Representatives: 
Faculty Legislative Representative: 
VII. OLD BUSINESS 
VIII. NEW BUSINESS 
IX. ADJOURNMENT 
***NEXT REGULAR SENATE MEETING: January 21, 2004*** 
BARGE412 
Date: December 3, 2003 
VISITOR SIGN-IN SHEET 
Please sign (print) your name if you are not a faculty senator. 
Roll Call 2003-04 
Faculty Senate Meeting: December 3, 2003 
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43 Senators 
G :senate\roster\rollcall 
Peter 
Joseph 
Lori 
Michael 
Patrick 
Nancy 
Timothy 
Scott 
Daniel 
Gregory 
Minerva 
Bob 
Leland 
Beatrice 
Toni 
Terry 
Jeffrey 
Grant 
Jim 
Jim 
Lila 
Brenda 
Lisa 
Jim 
Martha 
Cania Ce;'~'e1 v.... 
Charles 
Patrick 
Robert 
Tim 
Mark 
Joshua 
Vincent 
Don 
Joe 
Carrie 
Todd 
Jeff 
Key 
Nancy 
Thomas 
Henry 
ALTERNATES 
Student 
HOLTFRETER Robert 
KLEMIN Wayne 
PALMQUIST Bruce 
ERNEST Kristina 
WYATT Marla 
VACANT 
~ALHOUN Ken 
JORGENSEN Jan 
FAIRBURN Wayne 
BUTTERFIELD Carol 
GHOSH Koushik 
DONAHOE Susan 
OGDEN Michael 
ABDALLA Laila 
FALLSHORE Marte 
._,.......rr Chenyang 
GELLENBECK Ed 
STEIN Stephanie 
,_..GtASBY Stephen 
OLSON Debbie 
ROBINSON Scott 
FOLKESJAD William 
ALWIN John 
DIAZ Anthony 
Student 
DRAKE George 
~MCCUTCHEON Patrick 
PERKINS Rob 
LEE Jeff 
Student 
BRANSDORFER Rodney 
D'ACQUISTO Leo 
BAGAMERY Bruce 
BENDER William 
BROOKS Joe 
WIRTH Rex 
SINGH Vi jay 
REASONS Charles 
PICHARDO Nelson 
EASLEY Roxanne 
PLOURDE Lee 
DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT 
GOALS FOR THE DEC. 8 FACULTY DEVELOPMENT .EVENT. 
• meet the needs of the university by helping faculty think about the meaning of "Centers 
of Excellence" and by providing tools for use in articulating Centers of Excellence in 
other areas; 
• meet the needs of the General Education Program by helping faculty articulate a General 
Education Program that functions far beyond its traditional use as a tool to distribute 
FTES to departments; 
• meet the needs of faculty by providing an interesting, efficient faculty development 
opportunity that helps them participate in the process of transforming the university and 
articulating the centers of excellence concept while modeling effective teaching methods; 
and 
• meet the needs of everyone by leading to real change that improves the education of our 
students. 
CWU CENTER OF EXCELLENCE DRAii'T CRITERIA 
1. There should be a clear, widespread underslanding of the role and value of the CoB. 
2. The CoE should be fundamental in some way to the university's mission. 
3. There should be some kind of physical (or virtual?) manifestation of the CoE, including 
someone who is responsible for it. 
4. The CoE must contribute to the distinctiveness of the institution. 
5. The CoE must position (or prepare) students for success after graduation. 
6. The CoE must lead to/toward improvement in the lives of people (students and others). 
7. The CoE must contribute to good citizenship. 
8. The CoE must include the activities of more than one unit. 
9. The CoE must be recognized, or be worthy of recognition, or have a clear plan to 
eventually be worthy of recognition, both within and without the university. 
It may be worthwhile to articulate a list of core CoE criteria, with additional criteria for CoE 
reflecting the scholarship of teaching, the scholarship of application, the scholarship of 
discovery, and the scholarship of integration (these are the four areas of scholarship discussed in 
Scholarship Assessed). 
DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT 
Dec 8, 2003 Faculty Development Day 
Time Event or material P~rson r~snonsible 
8:00 ''Hearty breakfast" available to faculty in Shaw- Linda· Hoff to arrange 
Smyser Hallway 
8:30 Welcome & addre~ by Provo$t Dave Soltz 
' 8:45 Outline & overview of mornin_g's work Steve V. 
9:00 Small-group discussions of draft CoE criteria Steve V. 
9:10 Large-group discussions of CoE criteria, CoE Steve V. 
~uestions/comments 
9:30 Uistory of general education in North American Dan Herman 
I 
b.igher education _ {Steve ip_tr9duces) I 
9:45 CWU GEP as CoE (Steve introduces) Bobby Cummings 
- - · ·-· ·-··· - --- " ---·-· 
9:55 Coffee, etc. available in S-S hallway Linda Hoff 
10:00 Instructions to breakout groups; participants take JoanAmby 
brief break, get coffee on way to breakout rooms I 
. 
11:00 Breakout groups wind up, faculty return to S-S DL Group timekeepers 
classroom 
11:00 Reconvene large group, display and discuss results of Steve V. 
[breakout discussions. Direct discussion toward most 
~teresting and/or pragmatic ideas. 
Di~tinguished Professor Procedural Guidelines Page 1 of 4 
=-::: Sf."~f.' Faculty Senate 
..... ~. un"We~~n Distinguished Professor of the University Procedural 
Guidelines 
I. Initial Requirements 
A. Due Dates 
1. Letters of nomination are due in the office of the Faculty Senate by December 1 
or, if this date falls on a weekend, the first school day thereafter. 
2. All material supporting the nomination must be received in the office of the 
Faculty Senate by February 1 or, if this date falls on a weekend, the first school 
day thereafter. 
B. Who is Eligible 
1. Awards are limited to regular full-time CWU faculty who have been at CWU a 
minimum of six years (18 academic quarters exclusive of summers). Regular 
faculty who are also serving in administration but continuing to teach a 
minimum of 5 credits per quarter are eligible. 
2. Awards will be based only on activities conducted while at CWU. 
II. NOMINATIONS 
A. Nominations may be made by faculty, students, alumni or others in a position to evaluate the 
effectiveness of a faculty member in any of the three award categories: teaching; public 
service; and research/artistic accomplishment and invention. The nomination may not be 
initiated by the nominee. Such nominations must be submitted to the Faculty Senate by 
December 1 of each academic year. 
B. The nominator and those who support the nomination are responsible for providing the 
reasons for the nomination. Further, the nominator shall help the nominee to compile and 
order a notebook for the committee that incorporates materials required and/or suggested for 
file content in the accompanying criteria. The material in the notebook must be organized in 
the order of the items mentioned in the accompanying criteria. This notebook must be 
completed for the committee's review by February 1. No materials may be added to the 
notebook after this date. Nominators who anticipate soliciting supporting materials from 
outside the University should do so before this deadline. 
C. Nominators shall take the initiative and, in cooperation with the nominee, be responsible for 
presenting the nominee in an informative manner. This shall include solicitation and 
organization of sufficient evidence to fully substantiate any nomination made. Diversity of 
evidence is imperative to provide an accurate representation of the nominee's scope of 
accomplishment. A short statement of nomination will not be sufficient. 
D. The screening committee is not an investigative body. Therefore, it is imperative that 
supportive material be complete, orderly and self-explanatory. 
E. An individual may receive an award in more than one category, although not in the same 
year. 
http://www .cwu.edu/ ~fsenate/ guidelines.htm 12/3/2003 
Distinguished Professor Procedural Guidelines Page 2 of4 
F. A nominee may be renominated. Material previously submitted in support of a nomination will 
be retained for three years in the office of the Faculty Senate. During this period it may be 
updated by the nominator and nominee. 
G. Awards will be announced publicly approximately one week before Spring Honors 
Convocation. Neither nominees nor nominators should attempt to contact the committee or 
the office of the Faculty Senate about the progress or outcome of the committee's 
deliberations. No information will be given out. 
H. After reviewing submitted materials, the committee, at its discretion, may elect not to 
recommend one or more awards in a given year. 
Teaching excellence shall be determined by a demonstrated breadth and depth of knowledge; clarity in 
methodology and organization of materials, and effective methods of presentation; continued scholarship and an 
integration of this into the course work; and assistance to students in understanding the value and relevance of 
the subject matter and course materials, both within the discipline and in a broader academic context. 
The nominee's notebook should contain the following items organized in the following order: 
1. Letter of nomination bearing the date stamp of the Faculty Senate office verifying submission by December 
1. 
2. Vitae of nominee. The vitae should verify that the nominee is a full-time member of the CWU faculty and 
has a minimum of six years full-time service at CWU. The vitae must bear the date stamp of the Faculty 
Senate office verifying submission of the notebook by February 1. 
3. Personal statement by nominee of philosophy, goals and achievements in the area of teaching. 
4. Evidence of teaching skills in the area of communication and methodology, exemplified in the clarify of 
organization and presentation of course materials and the challenge to and motivation of students; to be 
corroborated by: 
a. Letters of recommendation, support or corroboration from colleagues, associates, students or 
relevant others. 
b. Student evaluations of instruction, arranged chronologically, that reflect the full range of the 
teaching assignment. [In the past, some nominees have included all evaluations from all 
classes taught at C.W.U.] 
c. Representative class syllabi. 
d. If a video tape is included in the file, please limit the length to 15 minutes. 
5. Evidence of continued scholarship as demonstrated by: Participation in professional activities such as 
conferences, symposia, colloquia, exhibitions; membership in professional associations; publication in 
professional journals; continuing education in one's field or related fields; efforts in the development of new 
courses to broaden and update the university curriculum or other relevant evidence of continued 
scholarship. 
6. Evidence of extent of participation in student advisement. 
http://www.cwu.edu/~fsenate/guidelines.htm 12/3/2003 
Di~tinguished Professor Procedural Guidelines Page 3 of4 
Public Service shall be defined as voluntary endeavors contributing to the humanitarian welfare of individuals, 
groups or the community at large; activities which, although derived from the nominee's university assignment and 
professional expertise, exceed the specific duties prescribed by the university. 
The nominee's notebook should contain the following items organized in the following order: 
1. Letter of nomination bearing the date stamp of the Faculty Senate office verifying 
submissionby December 1. 
2. Vitae of nominee. The vitae should verify that the nominee is a full-time member of the CWU 
faculty and has a minimum of six years of full-time service at CWU. The vitae must bear the 
date stamp of the Faculty Senate office verifying submission of the notebook by February 1. 
3. Personal statement by nominee of philosophy, goals and achievements in the area of public 
service. 
4. Evidence of public service as exemplified by activities in which the nominee has applied 
his/her academic expertise to the humanitarian welfare of individuals, groups or the 
community at large outside of the university assignment and responsibilities; evidence of the 
magnitude of effort and level of commitment to the community in the service provided; to be 
corroborated by: 
a. Letters of recommendation, support or corroboration from colleagues, 
associates, students, members of the community, or relevant others. 
b. Public acknowledgement, such as, newspaper clippings, testimonials, awards, 
etc. 
5. Chronological listing or concise summary of the nominee's public service, indicating the 
recipient group and/or geographical area benefitted by the service. 
Distinguished Professor -- Research/Artistic Accomplishment and Invention 
Research shall be defined as scholarly or scientific investigation or inquiry, conducted for the purpose of obtaining 
new data to advance the state of knowledge of the discipline. Artistic Accomplishment and Invention shall be 
defined as the composition, creation, production, or other contribution to the production of an artistic event or 
innovation in music, drama, film, art, dance, poetry or fiction that is a significant contribution to our understanding 
of the range of human experience and capabilities. 
The nominee's notebook should contain the following items organized in the following order. 
1. Letter of nomination bearing the date stamp of the Faculty Senate office verifying submission by December 
1. 
2. Vitae of nominee. The vitae should verify that the nominee is a full-time member of the CWU faculty and 
has a minimum of six years full-time service at CWU. The vitae must bear the date stamp of the Faculty 
Senate office verifying submission of notebook by February 1. 
3. Personal statement by nominee of philosophy, goals and achievement in the area of research or artistic 
achievement and invention. 
4. Evidence of research or artistic achievement; to be corroborated by: 
http://www .cwu.edu/~fsenate/ guidelines.htm 12/3/2003 
,. 
Di,stinguished Professor Procedural Guidelines Page 4 of4 
a. Letters of recommendation, support or corroboration from colleagues, associates, students or 
relevant others emphasizing professional recognition, quality and credibility of research or 
artistic achievement. 
b. Reviews, newspaper clippings, programs, reports, awards, acknowledgments, grants funded, 
etc. 
5. Chronological list of research projects, publications, reports, performances, presentations, program 
participation, etc.; or a summarization of a single research program for which nomination has been made. 
(Updated: 04/26/95) 
http://www. cwu. edu/~fsenate/ guidelines.htm 12/3/2003 
Faculty Senate Curriculum Committee 
Annual Report 2002-2003 
2002-03 Faculty Senate Curriculum Committee Members were: 
Linda Beath 
Toni Culjak, Chair 
Jim Huckabay 
Wayne Klemin 
Bruce Palmquist 
Shari Stoddard 
Mary Wise 
Marla Wyatt 
Gary Richardson 
Vacant 
Steve Schepman 
Associate VP Undergraduate Studies, ex officio 
English (CAH) 
Geography and Land Science (COTS) 
ITAM (CEPS) 
Physics (COTS) 
Art (CAH) 
Library 
Family and Consumer Science (CEPS) 
Business Administration (COB) (resigned 2/20/2003) 
10/17/03- 1/9/03 (COB) 
1/9/03- 6/15/03 (COB) 
The Faculty Senate Curriculu·m Committee met on the first and third Thursdays 
of each month during the academic year. After 2/20/2003, the committee was unable to 
regularly establish or maintain quorum. As a result, curriculum summary logs had to be 
approved via email vote. 
For the 2002-2003 academic year, the FSCC was charged by the Faculty Senate 
Executive Committee with the following duties as defined by the Faculty Senate Bylaws 
and Code: 
The Faculty Senate Curriculum Committee shall be concerned with the study, 
development, and improvement of the curriculum, educational programs, and 
academic policy at the university, shall cooperate with other individuals, groups 
or committees at the university in carrying out its duties, and shall do such other 
things as may be requested by or approved by the Senate Executive Committee. 
In academic year 2002-2003, the Faculty Senate Curriculum Committee performed its 
normal function of evaluating and approving curriculum proposals. The committee also 
completed a revision of the Curriculum Policies and Procedures Manual and all 
curriculum forms. The policies and procedures changes and the new forms were 
presented to the Faculty Senate for consideration at the Senate meeting on May 7, 
2003 and approved at the Senate meeting on May 28, 2003. In addition to the general 
responsibilities described by the Faculty code. The Faculty Senate Executive 
Committee charged the Faculty Senate Curriculum Committee with the following tasks: 
1. Evaluate the effectiveness of the current process to address curriculum issues 
that extend across multiple disciplines, departments, and/or colleges and that may 
involve major resource components. 
2. Evaluate and report to the Faculty Senate, the status of the General Studies 
program for the 2002-2003 academic year. 
3. Evaluate the need and current practice for a procedure to address urgent or 
emergency curriculum issues that arise during times other than the nine-month 
academic year. If necessary, revise or establish such procedures. 
4. Develop a proposal or proposals for how the Faculty Senate Curriculum 
Committee should be engaged in curriculum issues associated with program reviews. 
* * * 
In response to the Faculty Senate Executive Committee Charges, The FSCC 
took the following actions/positions: 
1. Evaluate the effectiveness of the current process to address curriculum issues 
that extend across multiple disciplines, deparlments, and/or colleges and that 
may involve major resource components. 
The charge came about as a result of the conflicts between I TAM, the College of 
Business, and Computer Science. Provost Saltz expressed the need to prevent future 
conflicts of the nature. Dr. Beath proposed a "pre-screening committee" which would 
consist of the Deans of all colleges and the Associate Vice President of Undergraduate 
Studies. Dr. Saltz forwarded a proposal from the AD Hoc Committee on Technology-
based Programs (David Kaufman, chair) which he asked the FSCC to expand to 
include all new program proposals. The Ad Hoc Committee on Technology-based 
Programs proposed two forms to be submitted to the "pre-screening" committee 
proposed Dr. Beath. 
The FSCC expressed opposition to the idea of a "pre-screening" committee, 
arguing that careful adherence to the policies and procedures spelled out in the 
Curriculum Policies and Procedures manual, full participation on the Faculty Senate 
Curriculum Committee by all colleges, careful scrutiny of new program proposals by the 
Deans of the colleges to which proposals are submitted, and close attention to the 
curriculum logs forwarded to all faculty members would accomplish the same purpose 
as a "pre-screening committee." Further, the FSCC believes that such a committee 
would circumvent the duties and responsibilities of the FSCC. 
With reference to the forms proposed by the AD Hoc Committee on Technology-
based Programs, we noted two problems: 
1. Virtually all of the requested information was required in the FSCC New 
Program Proposal Form, New Specialization, Minor, and Certificate Form, or the 
Program Change Form. 
2. We could find no sources for the additional information requested in these 
forms, ie. scheduling/availability of lab, computer labs, video rooms, etc. We 
believe that if we are unable to point faculty to a source for information, we 
cannot expect them to produce this information for their proposals. 
To further strengthen the scrutiny of program proposals which may create 
"curriculum issues that extend across multiple disciplines, deparlments, and/or colleges 
and that may involve major resource components, the FSCC revised the Curriculum 
Policy and Procedures manual to ensure prior notification of affected programs and to 
require signed letters of response from affected departments/programs be attached to 
curriculum forms. 
2. Evaluate and report to the Faculty Senate, the status of the General Studies 
program for the 2002-2003 academic year. 
The FSCC requested information about the status of the General Studies 
program from Dr. Beath. She informed the committee that she would not provide this 
information to the committee. Dr. Beath stated that she believed that requesting this 
information was outside the responsibilities of the FSCC and the Faculty Senate 
Executive Committee and that the FSCC had no right to evaluate the status of the 
General Studies Program or any other program. The FSCC then requested this 
information from Provost Soltz who reported to the Faculty Senate on March 5, 2003: 
He has been working with the HEC Board on the program and why the university 
created the degree. The program seems to be attracting students, especially at 
the Lynnwood Center (20% growth). This program is on a five-year program 
review cycle as are others. In addition, at the end of five years, this program as 
others need to have a review sent to the HEC Board. Senator Culjak discussed 
the history of this program's creation and how it was passed through the Senate. 
The Provost stated that we would be moving toward that structure, but he has to 
be fiscally conscious and when warranted, we will move that direction, especially 
at the Lynnwood site. (from Senate minutes) 
The FSCC noted that the program was currently being administered in a way 
contrary to the General Studies Program Proposal passed by the Faculty Senate. Dr. 
Soltz stated this was a product of the small number of General Studies majors and that 
when the numbers allowed, the full implementation of the programs oversight occur. 
3. Evaluate the need and current practice for a procedure to address urgent or 
emergency curriculum issues that arise during times other than the nine-month 
academic year. If necessary, revise or establish such procedures. 
The FSCC determined that current curriculum policies and procedures are 
sufficient to deal with curriculum matters. We cannot foresee a situation of sufficient 
weight to require altering current policy. Current curriculum policy states that all 
curriculum proposals must be made available to the full faculty for questions and 
responses via the curriculum log, and doing so is impossible during summer session. 
4. Develop a proposal or proposals for how the Faculty Senate Curriculum 
Committee should be engaged in curriculum issues associated with program 
reviews. 
The FSCC proposes including a Curriculum Audit as a part of the Program 
Review Process. In such a Curriculum Audit, the FSCC would be tasked to examine the 
program curriculum to insure that: 
1. The courses listed as part of program have been taught at least once during 
the previous three years or have been placed on reserve and that courses/ 
programs which have been on reserve past three years are deleted from the 
curriculum. 
2. All courses and programs have completed the curriculum processes. 
3. All courses have learning outcomes and assessment plans in their syllabi. 
4. All programs have programmatic goals and outcomes available to the 
students. 
5. Program/department catalog information is accurate, complete, and conforms 
to the policies for catalog copy described in the Curriculum Policies and 
Procedures manual. 
